Abstract: This paper investigates the extent to which it is possible to predict the influence of personality traits of students of computer sciences (i.e. natural and technical sciences, n = 188) 
Introduction
Research in which the personality of the teacher is considered in the context of a certain theory of personality represents a significant step forward. It provides a theoretical framework for the formulation of more specific hypotheses that are suitable for the empirical verification, and aids in the interpretation of findings. In addition, such an approach resolves certain methodological uncertainties regarding the manner of data collection. It makes replication of research easier, and allows generalizations of research findings. In this paper we report a study in which a variant of this approach was applied.
This paper sought to answer the following question: to what extent can students' assessments of personality (using the five-factor model) attributed to a good teacher be predicted based on the personality characteristics of the students? This paper also examined whether the prediction of a good teacher was more successful based on the personality characteristics of students from different disciplines, namely computer sciences and humanities. This represents a novel aspect of the current research.
Methodological Dilemmas in Assessing the Personality of Teachers
A review of the research related to the assessment of teachers' personality reveals that the issue of data collection has been resolved in various ways. Feldman [1] gave an overview of 72 studies: some researchers asked respondents to write a term paper on the characteristics of their most or least favoured teacher, while others opted for the technique of free guidance of characteristics or offered respondents a choice from a list of characteristics. The classification of responses and limited opportunities for in-depth statistical analysis of the data are weak points in most such studies. Although these procedures are still used [2] , some progress has been made.
Lamke [3] was the first to introduce an approach that applied a questionnaire based on Cattell's theory of personality [4] for the (self) description of the characteristics and behaviour of successful and unsuccessful teachers. A similar approach was more recently employed by Mount, Barrick and Stewart [5] and Aidla and Vadi [6] using questionnaires based on the five-factor model of personality [7] . Rushton, Morgan and Richard [8] used a questionnaire based on Jung's theory [9, 10] ), while Li and Wu [11] relied on Eysenck's [12] theory of personality. This approach is essentially a modified version of previous approaches in which respondents choose from a list of characteristics. However, a significant advantage of a technique that uses standardized questionnaires of personality is that the same list of descriptions is always offered. This facilitates the replication of studies and enables comparisons with results obtained from different samples. It can also enable generalization of the results.
As in Aidla and Vadi's study [6] , the current study adopted the five-factor model of personality as the theoretical framework, using the Big Five Inventory (44-item version).
The Five-Factor Model of Personality as a Framework for Research on the Personality of the Teachers
The five-factor model of personality describes the personality structure in terms of personality traits arranged along five dimensions, namely: neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness to experience (O), agreeableness (A) and conscientiousness (C).
The dimension of neuroticism represents emotional lability or stability. Emotional lability is characterized by: the dominance of negative feelings; anxiety; depression and perturbation; difficulty in coping with stressful situations; poor impulse control; irrational reactions; and a tendency towards mental disorders, uncertainty and changeable moods. At the other end of the dimension are emotionally stable personalities who are rarely anxious, inoffensive, easily adapt to changes, not irritable or depressed, of balanced mood, calm, cold-blooded, and have good capacities for the prevalence of stress.
Extraversion is the dimension of sociability, and is, sometimes also considered a dimension of energy. The dominant characteristic of an extravert person is positive emotions. These individuals are confident, dynamic, active, talkative, excitement-seeking, ambitious, friendly, warm and enthusiastic. They have highly developed social skills and diverse interests. At the other extreme are introverts, who are aloof, calm, shy, thoughtful, and prefer to work independently. These individuals have developed an ability to concentrate and analyse, and they tolerate monotony well.
Openness to experience is described as receptivity to new experiences and culture, and is associated with a rich inner life, imaginativeness and creativity. Open people are willing to experiment. They are curious, tolerant and accept new values and ideas in a non-dogmatic manner. They are not slaves of the authorities, but neither are they inconsistent nor unprincipled. They have an expressed interest in art and science. At the other extreme of this dimension are closed people that are not inclined to change and innovation, and instead prefer the conventional and familiar. They are traditional, with conservative views, though they may not necessarily be authoritarian and intolerant.
Agreeableness represents another sociability dimension. Agreeable people are generous, sensitive to the needs of others, willing to help and forgive, mildmannered, modest, attentive, benevolent, and humane. Personal interests are not at the forefront. At the other end of the dimension are those disagreeable, distrustful, cynical, suspicious and insensitive, who do not consider the consequences of their actions.
Conscientiousness is the dimension of reliability, acceptance of responsibility, accuracy, durability, and adherence to policies and planning. Conscientious persons have developed work habits; they organize and systematically carry out their duties in a self-disciplined and deliberately planned manner. They are strong willed and are determined to achieve goals. If it is overly expressed, conscientiousness leads to compulsive neatness and pettiness. At the other end of the dimension are people who are more casual. Such individuals approach their duties in a disorganized manner and without an elaborate plan. They are less interested in achieving objectives and in this regard are less guided by ethical principles, though not necessarily immoral.
The most common application of the five-factor model is in the field of organizational behaviour, particularly in professional selection and occupation choice. Liao and Lee [13] found a significant positive effect of all dimensions on engagement in the workplace except for neuroticism, which had a negative effect. In addition, Barrick and Mount [14] found that conscientiousness was a good predictor of success in very different occupational groups, and extraversion may predict performance in occupations where social interaction is important. With regard to job satisfaction, a meta-analysis by Judge et al. [15] revealed a significant positive correlation with conscientiousness, extraversion and agreeableness, and a negative correlation with neuroticism, but only the relations with neuroticism and extraversion were found in all studies.
The dimensions of the five-factor model of personality can provide a basis on which to formulate certain expectations about preferred and undesirable personality characteristics of teachers. For instance, it seems reasonable to assume that the desirable traits of a good teacher would include low neuroticism, with pronounced extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness (pleasantness) and (adaptive) conscientiousness. The extreme values in all domains are likely to be considered undesirable. Some of these assumptions are confirmed by empirical findings. Sanchez et al. [16] concluded that social science students at universities in Andalusia expected most of their teachers to have respect in their relations and be understanding (agreeableness), be open to cooperation without regard to personality characteristics (openness to experience), and have good teaching skills (conscientiousness). Aidla and Vadi [6] found that male teachers from Estonia were more agreeable and conscientious, but also less neurotic than the general population. The study of Genc et al. [17] confirmed that a good teacher is expected to have less emotional lability, with a prominence in extraversion, openness, agreeableness and conscientiousness. Students' self-assessment on the Big Five Inventory revealed that those studying natural and technical sciences were significantly more agreeable and conscientious than the students of social and humanistic sciences, while the students of humanistic orientation were marginally more open than the natural and technical sciences students.
All respondents provided information regarding their faculty and department, gender, age, and success both in high school and at the university. During completion of the questionnaire, for each statement students rated to what extent the statement related to themselves. They then put themselves in the position of the teachers and answered in terms of how they believed a good teacher would respond. Data were collected during classes and by using the "snowball" method. Participation in the survey was voluntary and was rewarded with additional points for the students' course. The respondents were informed about the research and the manner of protection of data anonymity. Ninety-eight (20%) of respondents attended classes given in Hungarian and provided data in Hungarian. The questionnaire contains brief descriptions of personality, and the respondent rates the degree to which he/she agrees with every statement on a five-point scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The items were selected on the basis of expert opinion regarding which were the best descriptors of the dimensions. Čolović [20] reported satisfactory indicators of convergent validity and different measures of the questionnaire reliability of the BFI (e.g. Cronbach's alpha coefficients of reliability of internal consistence for individual scales ranged from 0.72 to 0.80 for a Serbian population). In our study, Cronbach's alpha was 0.72 for neuroticism, 0.80 for extraversion, 0.88 for openness, 0.81 for agreeableness and 0.81 for conscientiousness. Given the small number of items in the subscales (eight for neuroticism and extraversion, nine for agreeableness and conscientiousness, and ten for openness) these are satisfactory indicators of reliability. The alpha coefficient for the entire scale was 0.88, and the KaiserMeyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 0.84, which exceeded the recommended value of 0.60.
Instrument
To obtain a more complete picture, principal components analysis (PCA) was performed. Table 1 shows the correlations for students' self-assessment on the BFI. All correlations are significant, most of which have a low to moderate positive correlation, with the exception of the N scale which shows a low negative correlation. The scree_plot indicated that ten factors could be reasonably extracted from the items, i.e. that each dimension could be broken down into two subdimensions. This is consistent with earlier findings associated with the construction of various versions of the BFI [21, 22] . Table 1 Correlations between the BFI dimensions in our sample The instrument is brief and easily applicable, but does not provide sufficient nuanced description of personality.
Hypotheses
It was assumed that the appraisers' personality characteristics would be an important determinant of rated characteristics of a (good) teacher. Therefore, this study tested the following hypotheses. (1) We expected a significant positive correlation between self-assessed personality characteristics and assessed characteristics of a good teacher for dimensions (more robust traits of higher order). (2) A significant positive correlation was also predicted at the level of individual items (specific features of lower order) by which the dimensions are defined. (3) It was also assumed that in both groups of students the variance in ratings of a good teacher would be explained by personality characteristics to the same extent, i.e. self-reports of personality traits have the same predictive power with respect to their expectations of a good teacher.
Data Processing
Data were analysed using statistical packages SPSS (version 19) and Statistics (version 10). In addition to descriptive indicators, t-tests and analysis of variance were used for group comparisons. To examine the relationships between correlation coefficients, canonical correlation and regression analysis techniques were conducted. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for predictor variables (self-evaluation of BFI dimensions) and the criterion variables (evaluation of a good teacher using BFI dimensions) for the total sample and subsamples. Table 3 shows the correlations between these variables. The indicators in Table 2 show that the skewness and kurtosis scores for the total sample are very good (less than 1), and are generally acceptable for the subsamples. The subsample comparisons for BFI self-assessment showed that the students of natural and technical sciences were significantly more agreeable (p < 0.05) and more conscientious (p < 0.10) than the students of social and humanistic sciences, whereas the latter students were marginally more open (p < 0.10) than the students of natural and technical sciences. The data shown in the upper part of Table 3 refer to the validation of the first hypothesis and are commented on in the next section. Here we are just noting that the results support the hypothesis, which suggests that the students' personality characteristics played a significant role in their evaluation of a good teacher (in terms of the five-factor model dimensions). The lower part of Table 3 shows a low but significant correlation between the sample characteristics and evaluations of a good teacher. The implications of these relations were analyzed in Table 6 .
Results and Discussion

Descriptive Indicators and Correlations Among Variables
Validation of the First Hypothesis: the Relationship Between Self-Assessment and the Evaluation of a Good Teacher (in Terms of BFI Dimensions) for the Total Sample
The first hypothesis assumed a significant positive correlation (at the level of BFI dimensions) between self-assessment and the evaluation of a good teacher.
The upper part of Table 3 shows that students' self-assessment and their evaluation of a good teacher for the same dimensions of the BFI have a positive correlation of medium intensity (underlined in the table), according to the recommendations by Cohen [23] regarding interpretation of the strength of the relationship between the variables. Openness to experience (r = 0.495) showed the most pronounced covariation, followed by agreeableness (r = 0.484), neuroticism (r =441), extraversion (r = 0.370) and conscientiousness (r = 0.313). Preliminary analysis confirmed that the assumptions of normality, linearity and homogeneity of variance were satisfied; hence, it can be concluded that, for openness to experience, 24.5% of the variance of one variable was determined by the variance of the other. The coefficient of determination was 23.4% for agreeableness, 19.4% for neuroticism, 13.7% for extraversion and 9.8% for conscientiousness. These results suggest that self-assessment of openness to experience had the greatest influence on the students' evaluation of a good teacher, followed by agreeableness. For the questionnaire as a whole, the correlation was of medium intensity (r = 0.443, and the coefficient of determination r 2 = 0,196 suggested about 20% of the common variance), which supports our first hypothesis. Table 3 also shows low but significant correlations between most self-assessments on a specific BFI dimension with assessments of a good teacher for the other dimensions. However, the correlation between the self-assessments of neuroticism and evaluations of teacher openness was not significant. Overall, this indicates that self-assessments of personality dimensions are to some extent a predictor of evaluations of a good teacher on some other dimension.
Canonical correlation analysis (and standard and hierarchical multiple regression analyses) was conducted to enable a more detailed interpretation (Tables 4-6 ). The analysis showed a significant association between predictor (BFI selfassessments) and criterion variables (evaluations of a good teacher) (r = 53, p < 0.001), which explained 28.53% of the common variance (about 9% higher than when the common variance was determined by coefficients of determination using a bivariate correlation, probably due to shared disruptive variables). As many as five pairs of significant canonical factors were extracted, of which from the first three specific relevant conclusions for our research could be deduced. Table 4 shows the matrix structure for these pairs of canonical factors. Correlations with the first canonical factor suggest that the evaluations of a good teacher were primarily determined by the students' self-assessments on dimensions of openness to experience, agreeableness and neuroticism, and less so by extraversion. Conscientiousness had no significant impact on this factor. Very similar relationships were obtained for the linear correlation. However, the structure of relationships affected by the first factor further indicates that conservative students (negative correlation for openness to experience) expected a good teacher to be more conservative, but also more agreeable and more emotionally stable, and somewhat less extraverted. The second pair of canonical factors revealed that self-assessed agreeableness, and even neuroticism, were better determinants of the characteristics of a good teacher than openness to experience, and the weakly expressed role of extraversion remained slightly more prominent than conscientiousness. The third pair of factors provided more information about the role of neuroticism and openness to experience as predictors of good teacher evaluations. Emotionally stable students also expected emotional stability from a good teacher, and those who were open to experience had the same evaluations of a good teacher. Overall, this analysis revealed that selfassessments on the dimensions of openness to experience, agreeableness and neuroticism were better predictors of perceptions of a good teacher than selfassessments in the domain of extraversion and conscientiousness. In addition, students' self-assessments and evaluations of teachers for these dimensions were similar in terms of direction and were of greater intensity. If, for example, the evaluator was ranked highly on emotional stability or agreeableness, he/she expected even more pronounced emotional stability and agreeableness from a good teacher. For openness to experience the relationship was more complex: it seems that an open estimator wants an open teacher as well, but more pronounced conservatism (i.e. low openness) in students was related with their expectation to even greater conservatism in teachers. Table 5 shows the results of the standard multiple regression analysis. The regression model, in which evaluations of a good teacher (in terms of the BFI dimensions) were the criterion variables and the raw scores for BFI selfassessment were regarded as the predictor variables, was statistically significant (F (5,403) = 21.118, p = 0.0001). The predictor variables explained 19.8% of the criteria, which is almost identical to the common variance obtained by calculating the bivariate correlations. Both the regression model and bivariate correlation indicated that each predictor significantly contributed to the prediction, but with different intensity. Openness to experience had the largest contribution (beta = 0.304, p = 0.000). This was followed by agreeableness (beta = 0.163 p = 0.001), neuroticism (beta = 0.139, p = 0.003) extraversion (beta = 0.134, p = 0.006) and conscientiousness (beta = 0.102, p = 0.040). Pearson's r indicated the same order. However, regression analysis using this more restrictive regression model (which removes part of the common variance attributable to overlapping between predictor variables), showed that the intensity of those relationships was far weaker than on the basis of linear correlation. The coefficients of determination in the linear correlations ranged from 9.8% -24.5%, but for this regression analysis the range was from 1% (for conscientiousness) to 9.2% (for openness to experience). This analysis confirmed that the self-assessment scores for the BFI dimensions as a group or block explain about 20% of the variance of the dependent variable, and that each individual dimension significantly contributes to explaining the unique variance of the dependent variable. Additional information obtained from this analysis that is of theoretical importance includes the fact that the individual contributions of each domain, if overlapping within them is excluded, are of significantly lower intensity. With such analysis, openness to experience explains about 9% of the variability in the assessment of a good teacher.
Notes: M = model. Predictors: self-assessment of neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness (O), agreeableness (A) and conscientiousness (C). Dependent variable: BFI assessments of a good teacher
Relations between students' self-assessment and their evaluation of a good teacher on the BFI dimensions were also tested by hierarchical (sequential) multiple regression analysis with the disruptive effects of sample characteristics and testing language removed (the effects of such factors can be seen in the lower part of Table 3 ). This analysis sought to examine whether BFI self-assessments of the dimensions could still predict a significant part of the variance in the evaluation of a good teacher when the possible influence of such factors were removed. The main results of this analysis, which have more theoretical than practical importance for the current research, are presented in Table 6 . 
and self-assessment of neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness (O), agreeableness (A) and conscientiousness (C). Dependent variable: BFI -good teacher
The sample characteristics entered in the first step explained 14.4% of the variance of evaluations of a good teacher (previous analyses showed that the requirements of normality, linearity, multicollinearity and homogeneity of variance were met). The model was marginally significant, and only the faculty affiliation had a notable beta coefficient. This suggests that predictions of good teacher assessments were somewhat more successful for the students of natural and technical sciences than for the students' of social and humanistic sciences. In the second block the self-assessment scores in the BFI domains were entered, and the model as a whole explained 33.3% of the total variance of the dependent variable. After removing the influence of sample characteristics, the selfassessments of students explained an additional 18.9% of the variance in the assessment of a good teacher. In the final model, only two indicators were important: the student's faculty and self-assessments of openness to experience. There was also a slight tendency for the dimension of agreeableness. The common variance was only slightly different (less than 1%) from that indicated by the standard multiple regression. However, the partial contributions of selfassessments as the predictors of criterion variables were far less pronounced than indicated by the bivariate correlation and standard regression analysis. Only openness to experience had an effect of moderate intensity (about 7%, compared with 9% in the standard regression analysis), and for the other predictors ranged from 0.9 to 3.8%. With the exception of openness to experience, the prominence of the predictors varied.
Validation of the Second Hypothesis: the Relationship Between Self-Assessment and the Evaluation of a Good Teacher for Individual Questionnaire Items (Total Sample)
In the second hypothesis, we assumed that the students' self-assessments and their assessments of a good teacher would be significantly positively correlated in terms of individual BFI questionnaire items, which would also suggest that their perceptions of a good teacher were significantly determined by personality characteristics. As shown in Table 7 , the average correlation was of moderate intensity (r = 0.387), and the coefficient of determination (r 2 = 14.98) indicated that the common variance was about 15%. As the dimensions contain 8-10 items, it was expected that the prediction of the properties of a good teacher based on individual items would on average be poorer than prediction based on the dimensions when the common variance is 19.8%. Table 7 shows that all correlations were significant at the 0.01 level. They were divided into two groups according to the size of the effect based on the suggestions given for the interpretation of effect size by Tenjović and Smederevac [24] . A correlation of r = 0.364 or higher indicated a strong effect, and lower correlations were interpreted as an effect of medium intensity. Strong effects were indicated for 25 of the questionnaire items (having a coefficient of determination higher than 0.13), while the remaining 19 items had an effect of medium intensity (with a coefficient of determination greater than 0.05).
When interpreting the results, it should be noted that items 2, 6, 8, 9, 12, 18, 21, 23, 24, 27, 29, 31, 34, 35, 37 and 43 were recoded such that the lower arithmetic mean indicated a greater severity of the dimension. Taking this into account, it is apparent that the best predictor of the evaluation of a good teacher is item 29: I see myself as a person who is mostly in a good mood (r = 0.832). There was also a strong effect for another 24 items. In fact, for more than half of the items there was a relatively pronounced effect of self-assessment on the evaluation of a good teacher.
If we take the effect size as a criterion, among the 25 items with a strong effect, eight related to openness to experience, seven to agreeableness, five to neuroticism, three to extraversion and two to conscientiousness. This means that at the level of individual items, a good teacher was evaluated primarily on the basis of statements relating to aspects of openness to experience and agreeableness. The exception to this is (good) mood which is classified within the domain of neuroticism, but it is certainly related to pleasant (agreeable) and open (nonconventional) behaviour. It seems that the good mood of a teacher was the most important characteristic on which evaluations of a "good teacher" were made.
Among the remaining 19 items with medium influence, seven related to conscientiousness, five to extraversion, three to neuroticism, three to openness to experience and one to agreeableness. This again confirms that descriptions of behaviour related to conscientiousness and extraversion played a smaller role in evaluations of a good teacher. In addition, the results are in line with the findings of the previous statistical analyses, wherein openness, agreeableness and neuroticism were better predictors of evaluations of a good teacher than extraversion and conscientiousness. Student evaluations of a teacher were primarily formed based on the degree to which the teachers were open to experience, agreeable and emotionally stable.
If these results are viewed in relation to teachers' responsibilities in contemporary schools, which need more student-centred situations, and teachers who know their students' learning characteristics [25] , it seems that the expectations of students toward personality traits of a good teacher and the responsibilities are in line: it is expected from a good teacher to have the obtained personality structure to incite the students self-actualization.
Validation of the Third Hypothesis: Differences in the Prediction of Good Teacher Evaluations Based on Personality Characteristics of Students from Different Faculties
We assumed that there would be no differences between the groups of students from different faculties, and that self-assessments of personality would explain the same percentage of the common variance in the evaluation of a good teacher within both groups of students. To test this hypothesis we compared the predictive power of self-assessments at the domain level for the two subsamples by determining the bivariate correlation between BFI self-assessments and evaluations of a good teacher. In addition, we compared the group results using standard regression analysis. The results are shown in Tables 8 and 9 . Comparisons of correlations for the two subsamples (Table 8) show some significant differences. In subsample A the correlation between all selfassessments and evaluations of a good teacher (r = 0.649) was significantly higher than in subsample B (r = 0.370). The difference of r = 0.279 was highly significant (p <0.0001).The medium correlation for subsample A explains more than 42% of the common variance of the evaluation, whereas in subgroup B the selfassessments explain less than 14% of the common variance. This means that personality traits are far better predictors of perceptions of a good teacher for the students of natural and technical sciences compared with students of social and humanistic sciences. In addition, for the students of natural and technical sciences, all dimensions contributed to the common variance of the evaluation of a good teacher above 18%; the effects of openness to experience (49.56%) and agreeableness (32.26%) were particularly pronounced. For the students of social and humanistic sciences, only agreeableness and neuroticism explained about 20% of the common variance of the evaluation of teachers. In addition, the order of the impact of individual dimensions for the two subsamples was different. 
Notes: M = model. Predictors: self-assessment of neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness (O), agreeableness (A) and conscientiousness (C). Dependent variable: BFI -good teacher
Within the regression model, the evaluation of a good teacher was the criterion, and raw scores for the BFI dimensions were the predictors. The model for the whole of subsample A was statistically significant (F (5, 156) = 28.029, p < 0.001) and explained 47.3% of the criteria. Similar results were obtained for the bivariate correlation. The regression model shows that each predictor, with the exception of neutoticism, significantly contributed to the prediction (openness to experience had the greatest partial contribution), but the intensity of the relationship was weaker than the linear correlation has shown. In subsample B the model was also statistically significant (F (5, 226) = 7.939, p < 0.001) and explained about 15% of the common variance of the evaluation. Each predictor, except conscientiousness, contributed significantly to explaining the criterion (but only up to 4.97% for extraversion). If we compare the prediction effectiveness in the two subsamples, the difference is obvious. F values differ for 20.09, which is highly significant (p <0.001), and individual predictors explained a greater percentage of the criteria in subsample A compared with subsample B. This means that predictions based on the self-assessment of BFI dimensions were more successful for students of natural and technical sciences than students of social and humanistic sciences.
The results of both statistical tests were at odds with hypothesis three and suggested that the personality characteristics of the students of natural and technical sciences were better determinants of good teacher evaluations than those of social and humanistic sciences students.
General Discussion
The evaluation of teacher personality as the most important factor in educational work is the subject of many studies. This paper presents the results of a study in which students of natural and technical sciences and social and humanistic sciences were asked to evaluate the characteristics of a good teacher, based on the features included in the five-factor model of personality. We sought to answer two questions: (1) is it possible to predict the dimensions and personality traits attributed to a good teacher on the basis of personality characteristics of the appraisers; and (2) in which group of students is such prediction more successful?
The results for the sample as a whole suggested that the personality traits of the student assessors were significant predictors of their evaluations of a good teacher. All statistical analyses showed that a high percentage of the criterion variance (evaluations of a good teacher at the level of BFI dimensions or individual questionnaire items) could be explained on the basis of predictors (students' selfassessments for BFI dimensions or items of the questionnaire). The percentage for dimensions as predictors based on either the total sample or the student groups (determined by linear correlation and regression analysis) was about 20% (with the canonical correlation it was 28.5%). In both cases the intensity of the different dimension contributions in explaining the criteria followed the same order. The most significant contribution was from openness to experience, followed by (in descending order): agreeableness, neuroticism, extroversion and conscientiousness. The students' evaluation of the teacher was primarily formed based on perceptions of the teacher's openness to experience, agreeableness and emotional stability. The intensity of the domain influence ranged from strong (24.5%) to medium (9.8%) when determined by linear correlation. However, when the impact of overlapping between the predictor variables (which is the result of interactions between domains and the disruptive effects of the sample characteristics) was removed, the predictive power of the domains was significantly reduced. Only openness to experience remained a significant predictor. Analysis at the level of individual questionnaire items revealed the percentage of common variance to be 15%, which is a finding worth mentioning.
In addition, the self-assessments of the natural and technical sciences students contributed significantly more to the aforementioned regularities than those of students in social and humanistic disciplines. The percentage of explained variance of criteria based on dimensions was 42%, with each dimension making a significant contribution. The self-assessments of social and humanistic sciences students were not at odds with these findings, but their impact was less pronounced and less convincing.
The current study found that the evaluations of a good teacher were largely determined by properties of the assessor. When applied to educational practice, this essentially means that such evaluations may vary depending on the personality characteristics of pupils or students with whom the teacher works. This inevitably raises the question of what the desired personality of the staff in the pedagogical profession should be. This question is often approached in a somewhat naive form: is there a personality profile that would be ideal for educational work? If we define the ideal teacher as a teacher who is, according to their personality characteristics, optimally suitable to all students or groups of students with whom some form of pedagogical intervention is required, the answer is negative. Attempts to determine such a personality profile are doomed to failure because the goal is too general, and thus unrealizable. The reason is simple: the needs of members of all those groups with whom teachers work, especially in grammar schools, vary as much as general human needs. A desirable structure of personality in educational work can be determined only in relation to the structure of personality of pupils/students. Greater heterogeneity of educational groups reduces the likelihood that the educator's personality would optimally suit all in such a group. It seems that the essential psychological characteristics of teachers likely to be perceived as good, at least with respect to the properties covered by the BFI questionnaire, are properties of the openness to experience dimension, and also include the aspects of agreeableness and neuroticism that are necessary for good interpersonal relationships. Moderate extraversion and conscientiousness are additional characteristics of a good teacher.
Conclusions
This paper investigates to what extent students' personality traits can predict their attribution of the personality characteristics which a good teacher should have, and whether this prediction is more successful with students of natural and technical sciences, or with students of social sciences and humanities. A significant positive correlation between self-assessed personality traits and assessed traits of a good teacher was predicted. It was also assumed that in both groups the variance in ratings of a good teacher would be explained by personality traits of students to the same extent.
The analysis of the results revealed the following regularities: 1) Evaluations of personality qualities of a good teacher are determined by the personality characteristics of the assessors. Various correlational analyses of the relationship between self-assessment and the evaluation of a good teacher for the BFI domains for the entire sample indicated about 20% of the common variance, i.e. a strong effect of the predictors on the criterion.
2) Self-assessments for the dimensions of openness to experience, agreeableness and neuroticism were better predictors of a good teacher than self-assessments in the domain of extraversion and conscientiousness. Students with a high degree of openness to experience and agreeableness, and low neuroticism (i.e. expressed emotional stability) required these domains to be even more pronounced in a good teacher, and conservative assessors preferred even greater conservatism from teachers.
3) Standard regression analysis showed that the dimension of openness had the highest predictive power, followed by (in descending order): agreeableness, neuroticism, extroversion and conscientiousness. However, when the potential impact of disruptive variables was removed, only openness to experience maintained an effect of medium intensity in estimating the variance of a good teacher. 4) Analysis at the level of individual items revealed that 15% of the variability in the assessment of a good teacher could be explained by the self-assessment. The evaluation of a good teacher was primarily based on items from the domains of openness to experience and agreeableness, and on the grounds of items relating to (good) mood (the latter of which comes under the domain of neuroticism but relates to pleasant (agreeable) and open (unconventional) behaviour). It seems that the general mood of a teacher was the most important characteristic in evaluation of "a good teacher".
5) The personality characteristics of natural and technical sciences students were more successful predictors of evaluations of a good teacher than those of students in social and humanistic sciences.
The results have confirmed the first hypothesis. However, they are at odds with the second hypothesis.
